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1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-46 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection with the corrected referencing of NAN (network access 
node) being the MAP 20 and AGNs (aggregation nodes) being the RBS 16. 

2. The subject matter of a properly construed claim is defined by the terms that limit its 
scope. It is this subject matter that must be examined. As a general matter, the grammar and 
intended meaning of terms used in a claim will dictate whether the language limits the claim 
scope. Language that suggests or makes optional but does not require steps to be performed or 
does not limit a claim to a particular structure does not limit the scope of a claim or claim 
limitation. The following are examples of language that may raise a question as to the limiting 
effect of the language in a claim: 

(A) statements of intended use or field of use, 

(B) "adapted to" or "adapted for" clauses, 

(C) "wherein" clauses, or 

(D) "whereby" clauses. 

This list of examples is not intended to be exhaustive. See also MPEP § 21 1 1.04. USPTO 
personnel are to give claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the supporting 
disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 
Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in the claim should not be read into the 
claim. E-Pass Techs., Inc. v. 3Com Corp., 343 F.3d 1364, 1369, 67 USPQ2d 1947, 1950 (Fed. 
Cir. 2003) (claims must be interpreted "in view of the specification" without importing 
limitations from the specification into the claims unnecessarily). In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 
1404-05, 162USPQ 541,550- 551 (CCPA 1969). See also In re Zletz, 893 F.2d319, 321-22, 13 
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USPQ2d 1320, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989) ("During patent examination the pending claims must be 
interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allow.... The reason is simply that during patent 
prosecution when claims can be amended, ambiguities should be recognized, scope and breadth 
of language explored, and clarification imposed.... An essential purpose of patent examination is 
to fashion claims that are precise, clear, correct, and unambiguous. Only in this way can 
uncertainties of claim scope be removed, as much as possible, during the administrative 
process.") 

NOTE: The claim limitation of "adapted to" as in each of claims 5, 8, 15, 21, 22, 24-26, 
33-35, 38-41, 44 and 45 is not positively recited. However, by the broadest interpretation, the 
prior arts applied do meet all claim limitations following "adapted to". 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-4, 15, 16, 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
WOLFE (of record). 

Referring to claim 1, WOLFE discloses a multi-hop wireless backhaul network (18) 
comprising: at least one NAN (network access node) (20s); a plurality of BNs (base nodes) 
(22s); a plurality of AGNs (aggregation nodes) (16s), each performing a switching function in 
relaying traffic between at least one of the base nodes and at least one of the network access 
nodes (see paragraphs [0006], [0007], [0008], lines 8-16, and [0030]); wherein a hierarchical 
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topology of active wireless connections is established with the at least one network access node 
at the top of the topology, and the base nodes at the bottom of the topology (see paragraph 
[0014] and Figure 1). 

Referring to claim 2, WOLFE discloses the multi-hop wireless backhaul network in 
combination with an access network (10) comprising a plurality of access network nodes (16s) 
for which the multi-hop wireless backhaul network is providing backhaul functionality. 

Referring to claim 3, WOLFE discloses that at least some of the access network nodes are 
co-located and connected to or integrated with respective nodes of the multi-hop wireless 
backhaul network (see Figure 1). 

Referring to claim 4, WOLFE discloses that the access network is a cellular wireless 
access network, and each access network node is a base station transceiver (see paragraph [0014] 
and Figure 1). 

Referring to claim 15, WOLFE discloses the feature of dynamic bandwidth allocation 
(see paragraph [0043]). 

Referring to claim 16, WOLFE discloses the feature of maintaining the topology 
information (see paragraphs [0045], [0051] and [0052]). 

Referring to claims 33 and 34, WOLFE discloses the feature of ranging functionality (see 
paragraph [0046]). 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 5-8, 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
WOLFE in view of NAUDUS (of record). 

Referring to claims 5-8, 12 and 13, WOLFE differs from the claims, in that, it does not 
disclose the feature of utilizing a plurality of virtual circuits for allocating bandwidth for delay- 
sensitive traffic, which is well known in the art and commonly used in communications field for 
dedicated data transmission. 

NAUDUS, for example, from the similar field of endeavor, teaches the feature of 
providing a plurality of virtual circuits for allocating bandwidth for delay-sensitive traffic (see 
col. 1, lines 31-37, col. 3, lines 15-38, col. 5, lines 30-41), which can be easily adopted by one of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement to provide dedicated data transmission to further enhance 
the quality of service for the customers/subscribers. 

8. Claims 9-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WOLFE in 
view of JOHANSSON (of record). 
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Referring to claims 9-11, WOLFE differs from the claims, in that, it fails to disclose a 
scheduler for performing scheduling operation, which well known in the art and commonly used 
in communications field for data scheduling. 

JOHANSSON, for example, from the similar field of endeavor, teaches the feature of 
utilizing scheduler (410) for performing scheduling operation (see col. 11, line 52 to col. 12, line 
18), which can be easily adopted by one of ordinary skill in the art to implement into the system 
to further improve the efficiency. 

9. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WOLFE in view 
of NAUDUS, as applied to claims 1 and 5 above, and further in view of MELPIGNANO (of 
record). 

Referring to claim 14, WOLFE in view of NAUDUS differs from the claim, in that, it 
does not disclose the feature of layer 2 circuit emulation, which is also well known in the art for 
layered protocol implementation. MELPIGNANO, for example, from the similar field of 
endeavor, teaches such feature (see paragraphs [0114] and [0116]). 

10. Claims 17-20 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
WOLFE in view of SMITH (of record). 

Referring to claims 17-20 and 35, WOLFE differs from the claims, in that, it fails to 
disclose the features of spatially switched antennas and transceiver, which are also well known in 
the art and commonly used in cellular network communication. 

SMITH, for example, from the similar field of endeavor, teaches the feature of utilizing 
antennas and transceiver (see Figures 1 and 2), which can be easily adopted by one of ordinary 
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skill in the art to implement into the system to provide system with cellular network 
communication capability. 

1 1 . Claims 21-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WOLFE in 
view of OHAPvA (of record). 

Referring to claims 21-27, WOLFE differs from the claims, in that, it fails to disclose the 
features of alternate connections, failure detection, and automatic path healing, which are all well 
known in the art for network routing fault detection/correction. 

OHARA, for example, from the similar field of endeavor, teaches the features of 
providing alternate connections, failure detection, and automatic path healing (see col. 1, lines 
10-18, col. 2, lines 26-42, col. 2, line 63 to col. 3, line 6), which can be easily adopted by one of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement into the system to further improve the system reliability. 

12. Claims 28-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WOLFE in 
view of OHARA as applied to claims 21-27 above, and further in view of JOHANSSON. 

WOLFE in view of OHARA differs from the claims, in that, it fails to disclose a 
scheduler for performing scheduling operation, which well known in the art and commonly used 
in communications field for data scheduling. 

JOHANSSON, for example, from the similar field of endeavor, teaches the feature of 
utilizing scheduler (410) for performing scheduling operation (see col. 11, line 52 to col. 12, line 
18), which can be easily adopted by one of ordinary skill in the art to implement into the system 
to further improve the efficiency. 

13. Claims 36-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WOLFE in 
view of SMITH as applied to claims 17-20 above, and further in view of OHARA. 
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WOLFE in view of SMITH differs from the claims, in that, it fails to disclose the features 
of alternate connections, failure detection, and automatic path healing, which are all well known 
in the art for network routing fault detection/correction. 

OHAPvA, for example, from the similar field of endeavor, teaches the features of 
providing alternate connections, failure detection, and automatic path healing (see col. 1, lines 
10-18, col. 2, lines 26-42, col. 2, line 63 to col. 3, line 6), which can be easily adopted by one of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement into the system to further improve the system reliability. 

14. Claims 41-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WOLFE in 
view of SMITH. 

Referring to claims 41-44, WOLFE differs from the claims, in that, it fails to disclose the 
feature of including an element management system for providing management function, which 
is also well known in the art for network administration and/or management. 

SMITH, for example, from the similar field of endeavor, teaches the feature of providing 
an element management system (20) for performing management function (see paragraphs 
[0019] and [0021]), which can be easily adopted by one of ordinary skill in the art to implement 
into the system to further improve the system control in network administration/management. 

15. Claims 45 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
WOLFE in view of NAUDUS as applied to claims 1, 5-7 above, and further in view of SMITH. 

WOLFE in view of NAUDUS differs from the claims, in that, it does not disclose the 
feature of including an element management system for providing management function, which 
is also well known in the art for network administration and/or management. 
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SMITH, for example, from the similar field of endeavor, teaches the feature of providing 
an element management system (20) for performing management function (see paragraphs 
[0019] and [0021]), which can be easily adopted by one of ordinary skill in the art to implement 
into the system to further improve the system control in network administration/management. 
16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alpus H. Hsu whose telephone number is (571)272-3 146. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F (5:30-3:00) First Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jay K. Patel can be reached on (571)272-2988. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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/Alpus H. Hsu/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2419 



